• Jaguar conservation influences, and is influenced by, many stakeholders in Brazil.
Introduction 1
Humans are responsible for many extinctions, but the notion that conservation issues often are people issues is 2 relatively new to conservation biologists (Redpath et al., 2013) . The form, manifestation, and scale of the conflicts 26 We conducted the study in central Brazil, particularly the state of Goiás, but also considered the neighbouring regions 37 We used a combination of techniques to identify key stakeholder institutions (cf. Bryson, 2003; Crosby, 1991) . We com- their knowledge about jaguar-related issues. 1 There was a certain element of chance in the selection process, because the 49 predisposition of institutional representatives to participate dictated the inclusion of institutions. Therefore, unfortunately 50 some categories were underrepresented. Table 2 Complete Q-statements and associated Q statement numbers for each of the statements (1-33).
Methods

25
Study area
Identifying stakeholders
Jaguars have the right to exist in Brazil 2
Mining is a threat to jaguar survival 3
The construction and upgrading of new roads is a major threat to jaguar survival 4 Jaguar conservation represents a threat to human rights and basic freedoms 5
The hunting of jaguars for their skins is a major threat to their survival 6
The survival of healthy jaguar populations is a positive symbol for Brazil's as a modern nation in the 21st century 7
It is important that future generations of Brazilians should be able to experience jaguars in the wild 8
The presence of jaguars is crucial for the health of forest ecosystems 9
The present focus on jaguar conservation involves an unwelcome degree of involvement from foreign organizations 10
Jaguars represent a major threat to the economic viability of cattle ranching 11
Illegal killing of their prey is a major threat to jaguar survival 12
Logging of forests represents a major threat to the survival of jaguars 13 Jaguars can only survive in wilderness areas 14 Jaguar conservation benefits the rich while the poor pay the price 15 Jaguar conservation represents a serious obstacle to rural development 16
Hunting by indigenous people represents a threat to jaguar survival 17
The conversion of cattle ranches to crop production threatens the survival of jaguars 18
Jaguars represent a high value for promoting ecotourism in Brazil 19
Carefully regulated trophy hunting of jaguars may be a useful tool to promote their conservation 20
Jaguars should be allowed to survive throughout Brazil, including in human-modified landscapes 21
The conservation of jaguars should be primarily based on scientific knowledge 22
Jaguars are a threat to human safety 23
The killing of jaguars should always be prohibited 24
Ranchers should be allowed to kill jaguars that kill cattle 25
Conserving jaguars will also conserve many other species 26 Jaguar conservation represents an obstacle to the economic development of Brazil 27
It is important to establish protected areas for jaguars 28
Brazil has a major international obligation to ensure that jaguars survive 29
Decisions about jaguar conservation should be taken at the local level 30
Retaliatory killing of jaguars by ranchers is a major threat to their survival 31
It is necessary for public environmental agencies to take measures that will secure the connectivity of jaguar populations 32
The development of hydroelectric power plants causes conflict with the preservation of jaguar habitat 33
To hunt for jaguars is an act of bravery and skill that increases the hunter's reputation in the community
We used PQMethod software (Schmolck, 2012 , retrieved from http://www.lrz.de/~schmolck/qmethod/index.htm) for 1 the analysis. Typically, there are two alternative, but essentially equivalent, methods for analysing the Q data; either using and Proops, 1999). We finalized the Q analysis by running a correlation analysis. To understand the different perspectives 6 and associated clusters of institutional stakeholders, we combined the quantitative data analysis with a qualitative analysis 7 of the follow-up discussions. We did this by identifying and examining all statements relevant to each of the clusters. Then 
Results
11
We found that three perspectives best described the range of views within the Q sorts (Tables 1 and 2 ); 24 of the 34 sorts
12
(orderings of statements made by the institutional stakeholders) loaded significantly into one of the three perspectives
13
( Table 2 ; Fig. 1 ). Ten of the sorts did not load significantly into any perspective (Table 1 ). There was a high reliability in the Below is a description of each of the perspectives and the groups of institutional stakeholders that clustered into them 17 (Table 1) . Numbers in parentheses refer to specific Q statements that were important to each of the perspectives ( 
Perspective A
21
Perspective A explained 29% of the total variance in the Q sorts and accommodated the views of 14 individuals (Table 1) , 22 11 from the national level and three from the state level. Their institutes worked with environmental management and governance, tourism, forestry, hydropower, landless and indigenous people's rights, agriculture, livestock, and finance.
1
Within perspective A, jaguars were highly valued as a ''native'' species, with the right to exist in Brazil (1). Jaguars were 2 not a threat to human safety (22), or the economic viability of cattle ranching (10). Jaguar hunting was not an act of bravery 3 and skill (33), and the illegal killing of jaguar prey was a major threat to jaguar survival (11) . Perspective A represented a 4 significantly more negative view of retaliatory killing of jaguars than perspectives B or C (p < 0.01) and opposed ranchers 5 being allowed to kill jaguars that kill cattle (24) . The institutional stakeholders within perspective A thought that the killing 6 of jaguars should always be prohibited (23) (significantly different from perspectives B and C at p < 0.01).
7
Within perspective A, it was deemed necessary for public environmental agencies to secure the connectivity of jaguar 8 populations (31), because ''everything is connected'' and therefore it ''is important to consider ecosystems''. It was also 9 important to establish protected areas for jaguars (27), because habitat loss was a key limiting factor to jaguar survival.
10
Yet, it was significantly less important within perspective A that jaguar conservation be based primarily on scientific conservation, as were the effects of mining (2) (both significant at p < 0.01). ''With mining, there are two sides of the coin.
17
No one should do anything that threatens a species, without also contributing to its conservation; you would have to secure 18 both an area for its conservation and give economic compensation to contribute to its conservation''. Furthermore, ''Brazil 19 is a developing country and development is important. Nature conservation is also important, but both can coexist''. Hence,
20
''there must be a balance between development and nature conservation''. in the wild (7, significantly different from perspectives A and C at p < 0.05).
Perspective B
6
Although logging was viewed as a major threat to jaguars (12), which were essential for the health of forest ecosystems 7 (8), the establishment of protected areas for jaguars (27) was significantly less important within perspective B, compared 8 to the other perspectives (p < 0.01). Contrary to perspectives A and C, both illegal hunting of jaguar's prey species (11) 9 and killing jaguars for their skins (5) Similarly, jaguars were not crucial for forest ecosystems (8, significantly different from perspectives A and C at p < 0.01).
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Although the illegal killing of jaguar prey (11, significantly different from perspectives A and C at p < 0.05) and logging of with the expansion of mining, transport infrastructure, and energy generation projects, the conversion of pastureland to 46 cropland, the conversion of forest to farmland, and widespread social changes among rural communities. Therefore, we adopted a wider view, trying to look at all institutional sectors that influence jaguars, their habitat, and the social-economic 48 conditions of the people with whom they share the landscape. Although the Q methodology is a useful tool for exploring the range of extant views, to identify common ground across presented are honest.
8
Another methodological limitation ensues from the impossibility to know, a-priori, the number of respondents needed 9 to capture the range of extant perspectives. In our case, it seems that we unfortunately failed to capture some of the views 10 on jaguar conservation at the institutional level, because the three perspectives explained 68% of the total variance in the 11 sorts, and 10 of Q sorts did not significantly load into any perspective. In addition, there is a certain element of chance in 12 the selection process as the unwillingness or inability of stakeholders to participate, dictates their inclusion. Subsequently 13 some key stakeholder institutes are missing from our analysis, and possibly some perspectives. 
